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INCLUDING CERTAIN SERVICE PERFORMED FOR MEMBERS 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 27, 1957 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
ComMITTEE ON Post Orricre AND Crvit SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9:15 a. m., in room 
215, Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C., Hon. Gracie 
Pfost (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Pfost, Granahan, and Harden. 

Mrs. Prost. The subcommittee will come to order for the consider- 
ation of H. R. 4946; and this subcommittee is composed of Mrs. Grana- 
han, Mrs. Harden, and myself as chairman. 

H. R. 4946 is a bill to include certain service performed for Members 
of Congress as annuitable service under the Civil Service Retirement 
Act of May 29, 1930, as amended. 

This bill was introduced by Mrs. Rogers and has as its purpose to 
allow retirement credit under certain conditions for certain con- 
gressional employees who have at some time been paid from the 
personal funds of a Member of Congress. 

Without objection, H. R. 4946, introduced by Mrs. Rogers, will 
be printed at the beginning of the hearing together with the report 
which the Committee has received from the Civil Service Com- 
mission dated April 30, 1957. 

Is there objection? There being none, it is so ordered. 

(The above-mentioned documents follow:) 


[H. R. 4946, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To include certain service performed for Members of Congress as annuitable service under the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That any person serving as a congressional em- 
ployee (as defined in the Civil Service Retirement Act) on January 3, 1957, may 
include, in computing his annuitable service, any period during which he. was 
employed by, and paid from the personal funds of, a Member of Congress (as 
defined in the Civil Service Retirement Act), if (1) he was employed by such 
Member in his congressional capacity, (2) such employment, and compensation 
received therefor, is certified to by such Member within a period of 30 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and (3) such employee deposits, to the 
credit of the civil-service retirement and disability fund, the sum required by 
section 4 of the Civil Service Retirement Act covering such employment. 

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this Act, the term “Member of Congress’ or 
‘“Member” means a Senator, Representative in Congress, Delegate, or Resident 
Commissioner. 
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Unrtrep Srates Civiz Service ComMIssIoN, 
Washington, D. C., April 30, 1957. 
Hon. Tom Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. Murray: I am referring further to your letter of February 21, 
1957, relative to H. R. 4946, a bill to include certain service performed for Members 
of Congress as annuitable service under the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 
29, 1930, as amended. 

In making appropriations for the legislative branch, Congress limits amounts 
available to Senators and Representatives for clerical assistance. Each Member 
of Congress is required by law to place on the official payroll the name of each 
employee appointed by him and the rate payable to that particular individual. 
However, some Members at times find the current appropriation figure too 
restrictive for their needs and secure the services of additional persons with the 
salaries payable from their own personal funds. 

The bill would provide that any congressional employee properly on the roll 
on January 3, 1957, may, if he had previously served as indicated while paid from 
a Member’s personal funds, receive retirement credit for the service by making 
deposit at the proper rates with interest. Such service, which could have been 
performed at any time in the past, may be credited only if the fact of its per- 
formance and its attendant compensation is certified to by the employing Member 
within 30 days after enactment of the bill. 

The concept of the Civil Service Retirement Act is one of a staff retirement 
system in which all obligations and benefits stem from the existence of an 
employer-employee relationship between the United States and the individual. 
H. R. 4946 departs from that concept in that it proposes to assume an obligation 
with respect to service performed for a Member of Congress. 

In view of the fact that this bill relates solely to employees of the Congress, 
the Civil Service Commission offers no objection, but wishes it clearly understood 
that this position must not be construed as a precedent insofar as the executive 
branch is concerned. 

Two changes should be made in the bill. A minor change in the title, by 
eliminating the words ‘of May 29, 1930, as amended’’, would result in correctly 
citing the existing act. Section 2 of the bill, since it conflicts with the terms of 
section 1, should be stricken; section 1 refers to a Member of Congress ‘‘(as 
defined in the Civil Service Retirement Act)’’, and section 2 then proceeds unnec- 
essarily to insert a more restrictive definition. 

As H. R. 4946 was introduced by Representative Rogers as a substitute for 
her earlier bill (H. R. 2176) for the same purpose, the Commission will make no 
report to you on H. R. 2176. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

By direction of the Commission. 

Sincerely yours, 
Harris Evtswortu, Chairman. 


Mrs. Prost. We have with us this morning the author of the bill 
which is under consideration. Mrs. Rogers, will you explain the 
provisions of the bill and why its enactment is desirable? 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDITH NOURSE ROGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mrs. Rogers. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman, for taking 
the time of your committee to consider H. R. 4946. I deeply appre- 
ciate this opportunity to present to you my reason for introducing 
this legislation and why I believe it is worthy of enactment into law. 

I introduced H. R. 4946 on February 18 of this year. As you know, 
this is not a complex bill covering many subjects. It has only one 
purpose, and that is the correction of an injustice involving a com- 
paratively small number of very loyal congressional employees. 

I do not believe there can be any disagreement or controversy 
regarding its objective. Specifically, this legislation is concerned with 
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providing the opportunity or right of certain congressional employees 
to include actual service performed for Members of Congress in their 
capacity as Members of Congress as annuitable service under the 
present Civil Service Retirement Act. 

From time to time, in making appropriations for the legislative 
branch of the Government, Congress has limited the amount of funds 
available to Representatives and Senators for the clerical or staff 
personnel of their offices. 

Within this specific appropriation for this purpose, a Member of 
Congress places on the official payroll the name of each employee 
appointed on the Member’s staff and the amount of salary payable 
to that particular employee. These employees so named are then 
paid directly by the Federal Government and are able to count the 
years of their service as annuitable service under the Civil Service 
Retirement Act. 

Going back a few years, however, it must be pointed out these 
appropriations for clerk hire were greatly inadequate, and a limit was 
established on the number of clerks a Member of Congress could place 
on the Government payroll and only those clerks who were placed 
on the Government payroll had the privilege of counting their service 
for retirement purposes. 

Beginning on July 1, 1919, the Congress appropriated for the clerk 
hire of Members $3,200 and limited the number of clerks each 
Member could place on the Federal payroll to 2. 

When I first came to Congress, back in the 69th Congress, Members 
were still limited to 2 clerks; however, the allowance had been increased 
to $4,000. 

This was in 1925. On July 1, 1929, the allowance was increased to 
$5,000, and the number of clerks still limited to 2. Next came the 
depression years, generally referred to as the economy period. 

From July 1, 1932, to March 31, 1935, inclusive, the limitation of 
two clerks remained; however, due to the depression years and the 
great emphasis on economy, the amount appropriated by the Congress 
was changed from time to time as follows. 

On July 1, 1932, there was an 8% percent reduction of the $5,000 
amount previously established, leaving an allowance for clerk hire of 
$4,583.33 per annum. 

On April 1, 1933, a 15 percent reduction was made effective, leaving 
an allowance of $4,250 per annum. 

On February 1, 1934, the 15 percent reduction was changed back 
to a 10 percent reduction, leaving an allowance of $4,500 per annum. 

On July 1, 1934, the 10 percent reduction was changed to a 5 per- 
cent reduction, leaving an allowance of $4,750. 

On April 1, 1935, the full amount of $5,000 for clerk hire allowance 
was restored, and the number of clerks still was limited to 2. On 
January 1, 1940, the allowance was increased from $5,000 to $6,500 
and the number of clerks was limited to 3, and no clerk could be paid 
in excess of $3,900. 

It is obvious from these official figures provided for me by the dis- 
bursing office of the House of Representatives that the appropriations 
for clerk hire for Members of Congress, together with the limitation 
of clerks that could be placed on the Government payroll was greatly 
inadequate. 
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Members of Congress having large geographical areas and having 
congressional districts with a large population to service could not do 
their jobs with two clerks and the amount of money appropriated for 
the payment for clerks. 

In addition to the fact that the limitation of two clerks was greatly 
inadequate, it was almost impossible to obtain clerks of sufficient 
quality to do the work for the pay provided in the clerk hire appro- 
priation allowance during these years. In a number of cases additional 
pay was provided privately by the Member of Congress. 

It is important to note also that although the allowance for clerk 
hire was being constantly reduced during the so-called economy period 
of the depression years, nevertheless the workload for a Member of 
Congress was greater during this time. 

The unemployment situation alone was of such magnitude that it 
required the time of several clerks to give it adequate attention and 
to care for the needs of the people. 

During a time of depression, the needs of the people are greater, 
and these needs are transferred into the office of their Member of 
Congress. There was no other way for a Member of Congress to 
properly care for their people than to hire competent clerks and pay 
them from the Member’s own private resources. 

During the depression time, there were great lines of people outside 
my office trying to see if I could get them work. 

If you will excuse me for referring to my own personal situation, I 
would like to point out to you that due to the geographic area of my 
district in Massachusetts and the various areas of population con- 
centration within my district, it was necessary for me to maintain 
two offices and sometimes three on an annual basis to efficiently serve 
these different areas of my district. 

These offices were in addition to my congressional office here in 
Washington in the House Office Building. To properly and ade- 
quately and efficiently care for the volume of requests, personal prob- 
lems, and general workload of my district, I had no other choice. 

Even today, when adequate transportation is available for almost 
everyone, it is necessary for me to maintain two offices on an annual 
basis. To staff these offices adequately required 3 and 4 times the 
number of clerks allowed under the congressional limitation of 2. 

Because of the limited amount appropriated for clerk hire at this 
time, it was necessary for me to pay > additional clerks, along 
with other expenses, from my own personal income. 

Since these clerks were not paid by the Federal Government out of 
appropriations for the Congress for clerk hire and as a result were not 
on the Federal payroll, these clerks could not at that time and have 
not been able since to include the time of their service as annuitable 
service under the Civil Service Retirement Act. 

Only those limited number of clerks paid directly by the Govern- 
ment had the privilege of coming under the Civil Service Retirement 
Act. 

In view of the fact that all of these clerks were working for me as 
a Member of Congress in my capacity as a Member of Congress and 
doing congressional work as members of my staff, and in view of the 
fact that there was no difference at all in the work they did and 
the work of the clerks who were paid from the Government allowance, 
it seems to me it is only fair and right that the clerks whose salaries 
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were privately paid should have the privilege of including this period 
of their congressional employment as annuitable service under the 
‘Civil Service Retirement Act. 

These loyal and faithful employees will suffer a great injustice for 
which they are completely lacking in any fault, if this privilege is 
not granted. 

My experience in this situation, I am sure, is an experience shared 
by a number of the Members of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate, particularly Members whose service extends back to 1919 
or extending as far back as mine to the 69th Congress. 

Some of these clerks who began their service with Members of 
Congress during this time were still on duty loyally serving their 
Members at the beginning of the 85th Congress. 

It is my view, and I hope your distinguished committee will agree 
with me, that these clerks should be given the privilege of including 
all of the time they have served in the employment of a Member of 
Congress in the Member’s congressional capacity, whether paid from 
the private funds of the Member of Congress or by the Government, 
as annuitable service under the Civil Service Retirement Act. 

Regardless of whether or not their pay came from the private funds 
of the Member of Congress with whom they were associated or from 
the Federal Government congressional allowance, their responsibilities 
and work duties were the same. 

There was no difference in their work. The source of their pay did 
not determine the character of their work. They were serving in the 
legislative branch of the United States Government. 

To fail to permit these clerks from including this time for retire- 
ment purposes seems to me to be most unfair and unjust. 

It is to be noted that most all of the clerks who would: be helped 
by this legislation have at least reached middle age. Any opportuni- 
ties or methods for them to provide in any other way for their retire- 
ment are extremely limited. 

In addition to this, they have been required, like everyone else, 
to pay a very heavy personal Federal and State income tax. 

I respectfully submit that these clerks should not be forced to suf- 
fer because of the failure of Congress to appropriate sufficient funds 
to adequately care for the clerk requirement of the Members. 

At the present time, the allowance for clerk hire is $17,500. The 
number of clerks are limited to eight. The limit placed on the pay 
any one clerk can receive is $7,000. 

Of course, it is quite obvious that even this appropriation of 
$17,500 is inadequate to pay for eight clerks in a Member’s office in 
view of the qualifications they must possess. 

In private industry or business many of the clerks serving Mem- 
bers of Congress today could double or triple their salaries. Although 
it is not my purpose to address myself to this situation, I refer to it 
only to point out that the appropriation for clerk hire for Members 
of Congress is still inadequate for certain Members of Congress serv- 
ing large industrial districts. 

H. R. 4946, if enacted into law, will correct the injustice of which 
I have previously spoken. This bill of mine provides that any con- 
gressional employee officially and properly on the congressional pay- 
roll on January 3, 1957, may credit for retirement purposes any time 
previously served as an employee of a Member of Congress in the 
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Member’s congressional capacity and paid from a Member’s private, 
personal funds. 

Such an employee, in order to credit this time for retirement, must 
make such deposits to the credit of the civil service retirement and 
disability fund, the sum required by section 4 of the Civil Service 
Retirement Act covering such employment. 

In order to do this and to be qualified under this legislation, such an 
employee must receive the certification of the Member by whom 
employed. 

The United States Civil Service Commission has informed me it has 
no objection to this legislation. The Bureau of the Budget has advised 
there is no objection to this legislation. The cost to the Government 
involved is practically negligible, while the benefit for those few people 
involved is great and significant. 

There are two changes of a technical nature that should be made in 
H. R. 4946. In the title there should be a period after the word 
*‘Act”’ in the second line and the words “of May 29, 1930, as amended’”’ 
appearing on the third line, eliminated. 

Section 2 of the bill on page 2 should be eliminated. Section 1 of 
the bill provides for the definition of a Member of Congress ‘(as 
defined in the Civil Service Retirement Act)’’. 

It is my understanding the Civil Service Retirement Act defines a 
“Member of Congress’ to mean and include the Vice President, 
Senator, Representative in Congress, Delegate, and Resident Com- 
missioner. 

In conclusion, I urge with all of my strength that this committee 
will deeply consider the principle of justice involved in this legisla- 
tion and will give it their approval and support. 

Thank you so much for allowing me to come before your distin- 
guished committee to present my views. I deeply appreciate your 
attention to mv remarks in the interest of this legislation. 

Mrs. Prost. I thank the gentlewoman for a very fine and compre- 
hensive statement. We are all such busy people that we do not have 
time to read; and even though I served on the Post Office Committee 
in the last Congress, at which time this legislation was discussed, there 
were many facets about it that I had forgotten. 

Do you have any idea—this may be a question for Mr. Irons who 
will follow you—how many people are involved? 

Mrs. Rocers. I think not very many. There were some that were 
involved, but I have not spoken about it. I do not think more than 
25 or 30. 

I do not know whether Mr. Irons has any more figures on it, but 
there are many worthy cases there that cannot get retirement in other 
ways. 

Mrs. Prost. Had you given thought to what people who might 
come under this bill and whose Members may now be deceased would 
do? 

I notice that it provides, or it is your interpretation that it provides, 
that they must have certi‘ication from the employer. 

I was thinking of my own district. Its former Representative, 
Hon. Compton I. White, is now deceased. I have no idea whether 
there would be any former employees of his that would come under 
this legislation, but I wonder what method could be arranged for those 
people. 
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Mrs. Rogers. I should think that people who knew it could be 
classified to do it. 

Mr. Irons. It would require a change in the bill. This requires a 
certification by a Member. The point is well taken. If the Members 
are deceased, there is no provision there for certification. 

Mrs. Prost. It may be necessary, then, that the bill be amended 
in order to allow someone in an administrative capacity or someone 
who is close to the family to certify that such a person was employed. 
Otherwise there will be some people who will be discriminated against. 

Mrs. Rogmrs. I think there was one woman who was employed in 
the Capitol that her Member is deceased. I am not sure she is still 
employed here. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there any questions? 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Does this mean that their service could have been 
interrupted? 

Mrs. Roagurs. Yes. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. When they were separated from the Government 
service, then they had to go back again; they must be employed at the 
present time; is that the idea? 

Mrs. Roaers. Yes; the Civil Service would not do anything for 
them. It must have a limited time. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Even though there was an interval of time when 
they were not employed? 

Mrs. Roarrs. There was an interval of time when they were not 
serving, but they would get it for the time they were serving. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. I see. I think it is very worthy. 

Mrs. Roaurs. It seems to me it is deserving, and I feel so sorry for 
these people. They are so bitter because they see other people that 
sat beside them and they may be doing even more work. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. I think my husband had that situation. He had 
to have two employees that way, and when Mrs. Pfost mentioned 
about deceased, I thought about that. 

Mrs. Roamrs. Are they here now? 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. One is that I know of. 

Mrs. Rogers. Yes. It is very tragic to me, and I know there is 
great bitterness and feeling about it. They feel it is awfully hard 
luck. 

Mrs. Prost. Is the bill drawn, do you know, Mrs. Rogers, so that 
it would take in those people who will be employed in the future; or 
would it be only those employed in the past? 

Mrs. Roanrs. Yes, in the past. 

Mrs. Prost. Then it means that if the condition continues to exist, 
and people continue to be paid out of the personal funds of a Member, 
then some day there will be other employees or former employees in 
the same position as those for whom this bill is being considered today. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. It would be rather difficult to enlarge upon the 
bill to that extent. 

Mrs. Rogers. I think at this time it would be a mistake. That is 
the trouble. I think the feeling there might be that there would be 
no end to it. 
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Mrs. Prost. The only thing that I can say is we may be correcting 
something that has happened in the past, but we still have the condi- 
tion existing in the future, and it is not taken care of. 

You are making a special dispensation or giving privileges to some- 
one who served in the past and you are closing the door to the em- 
ployee in the future in the same position. 

Mrs. Harpen. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Mrs. Harden. 

Mrs. Harpgen. I commend Mrs. Rogers for the time and effort that 
she has spent on this legislation. It was a fine presentation. 

Mrs. Roagsrs. It has a lot of thought. 

Mrs. Harpen. I think there are merits to this legislation. I have 
a question. In listening to your statement I presume that this does 
include home secretaries, does it not? 

Some of the Members do have home secretaries. 

Mrs. Roeurs. Yes; they will be included because they are congres- 
sional secretaries just the same as if they were serving here. 

Mrs. Harpen. Thank you for coming over and explaining your 
bill to us. 

Mrs. Rogurs. I am glad to come. I am deeply grateful. Mr. 
Irons, I think, is very anxious to have the bill go through, so let him 
express his views. 

Mrs. Prost. Does that complete the questions from the committee 
members? 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Yes. 

Mrs. Harpen. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Moore, did you have any questions? 

Mr. Moorz. No. 

Mrs. Prost. We will next hear from Mr. Warren B. Irons, Director 
of the Bureau of Departmental Operations of the Civil Service Com- 
mission, who will present the Commission’s views on this bill. 


STATEMENT OF WARREN B. IRONS, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF 
DEPARTMENTAL OPERATIONS, UNITED STATES CIVIL SERVICE 
COMMISSION 


Mr. Irons. Madam Chairman and members of the committee, 
first I would like to request that our report of April 30 be made a part 
of the official record. 

Mrs. Prost. Yes, that has already been done. 

Mr. Irons. I do not know that I can add anything to what Mrs. 
Rogers has said. She has amply covered the issue here. It is a 
very simple one. 

Mrs. Rogers estimated perhaps 25 or 30 people might be involved; 
and I have no information one way or the other to say that the 25 is 
low or whether it is high. 

The only way that could be determined would be to make a survey 
of all the congressional employees on the payroll on January 3, 1957, 
and find out what the situation is. 

This would permit, in cases to which it applies, these individuals to 
receive credit under the Retirement Act, which they do not receive 
now, but before they could receive credit, they would have to deposit 
the full amount that they owe in the way of deductions plus interest. 





SERVICES PERFORMED AS ANNUITABLE SERVICE 9 


That is mandatory, and in addition there would have to be a certifi- 
cation by the particular Member involved or ex-Member within 30 
days after the enactment of the bill. 

The one point that one of you raised about a deceased Member is 
not covered by this legislation. Offhand, I do not know exactly how 
to handle it. 

Do you think, Mr. Moore, this might do it if we provided in there 
that in the event the Member or former Member was deceased that a 
certification by a person who in the judgment of the Commission would 
have knowledge of the facts would be acceptable? 

Mr. Moore. You would have to leave it somewhat to adminis- 
trative discretion to determine the value of the evidence that would 
be presented on behalf of that employee. 

Mr. Irons. We have some of the same problem for service per- 
formed for employees employed before July 1919 in the House and 
1900 in the Senate; and we take affidavits from people who in our 
judgment should have had knowledge of the facts at the time. 

The cost of the bill would depend entirely upon how many people 
are involved. It would not require any direct appropriation. It 
would be financed from the civil-service retirement disability fund. 
It would appear to be my best judgment that it would be far less than 
$1 million in toto. 

In our report of April 30, and again in Mrs. Rogers’ testimony, it 
was pointed out that there are three minor technical changes that 
should be made in the bill to perfect it. 

That is about all that I have to say on it. I think Mrs. Rogers 
has done an excellent sales job. If I could go off the record a 
moment——— 

Mrs. Prost. Off the record. 

(Thereupon, there was a brief discussion off the record.) 

Mrs. Roaers. So few are involved and so little money, but it 
means so much to these people. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. I just wanted to ask you how you would handle 
this in the future. Did I understand you to say if we take care of 
this, it would correct that which has happened in the past; how then 
could we take care of it in the future? 

We would have to limit ourselves to our clerks, if we want more 
than eight people, that is up to us entirely. I do not think we could 
keep allowing these people to have the benefits. 

Mrs. Pfost. The manner in which I see that it could apply in the 
future would be that if I have my 8 people and my $17,500 is absorbed 
and used, and I need 2 more clerks who may even be out in my 
district in Idaho, and I pay him personally from my own funds, then 
that person is not coming under the Retirement Act any more than 
the person that Mrs. Rogers or her husband may have hired 30 years 
ago and paid personally from their personal funds. 

We do have some Members of Congress today who are paying 
people personally from their own bank accounts and those people are 
not contributing to the retirement funds. Therefore, when their age 
brings them into the retirement group, they again will be faced with 
this situation. 
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Every year, whether it be January 3, of 1957 or January 3 of 1960, 
there will be some people who will fall into the same category of those 
we are trying to take care of in this bill. Isn’t that right, Mrs. Rogers 
and Mr. Irons? 

Mr. Irons. That is correct. Presumably it is the judgment of 
Congress that this limitation of $17,500 should be adequate to perform 
the duties. As Mrs. Rogers pointed out, the old limitations were so 
severe that you just could not possibly do it before. 

Mrs. Roaers. They are terrific now. You have much more work 
now. Of course, at the time these people were hired, there was no 
retirement for anyone, and the people doing it would not feel at that 
time that they were giving up anything; but I have people that were 
paid by me for a number of years who are bitter. 

They say, if you put me on your payroll I would get a retirement. 
Of course, they were getting the money then, but when they saw the 
retirement the others were getting, they were very, very bitter. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. I was just thinking I have four back home, but 
I think the bill could not be amended even if I had to pay them because 
it would just mount and mount and mount. 

Mrs. Prost. This bill, as I understand it, takes care of a specific 
group, and we are not taking care of anyone in the future. 

There is nothing to keep us next year or the year after from including 
other people who are hired out of personal funds. 

I am sure there are some Members of Congress today who find that 
the $17,500 is inadequate. I personally had to do a great deal of 
juggling last month in order to get some special work done that 
needed to go out in my congressional district; and so I think we are 
all faced with a shortage of funds, even today at $17,500. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Absolutely, I agree. 

Mrs. Rogers. And I agree too. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there any further questions or observations? 

Let me ask you, Mr. Irons: Do you not think the statement I have 
just made that there will be people in the future that will need this 
same type of corrective action is correct? 

Mr. Irons. Judging by your statements, I would say so. You 
folks know whether the limitation is inadequate. If it is not adequate 
and you are continuing to employ people, that situation, of course, 
would continue. 

Mrs. Prost. That situation, I know, does exist today in the con- 
gressional offices. Do you not know of some Members of Congress 
who are paying some people personally? 

Mrs. Rocgrs, I think so. I think the people now being employed 
know they are not being covered under it; but the people I employed 
before did not know they were not getting the benefits. 

There is a little difference, I think; but I do not think you would 
have very many coming on now. I think $17,500 is far too small 
because our work is terrifically heavy. 

Mrs. Prost. I am sure everyone is attempting to get by on their 
$17,500 basic, but there are several of us who find at times we cannot 
do it. 

Mrs. Rocers. I think there has been talk about raising it, and I 
think this brings out the fact that we should have a raise in it. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there any further questions? 
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Mrs. GRANAHAN. No, thank you. 

Mrs. Harpen. No, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Irons. 

Off the record. 

(Thereupon, there was a brief discussion off the record.) 

Mrs. Prost. On the record. The bill will be considered read and 
open for amendments at any point. Are there amendments? 

Mr. Moore. The suggestion of the Civil Service Commission is to 
strike out the words “of May 29, 1930, as amended,” in the title of 
the bill. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman explain the purpose of this? 

Mr. Moore. That is an erroneous citation, in view of the new re- 
tirement act which was passed last year; so if it reads, ‘Civil Service 
Retirement Act, as amended,” it would apply to the retirement law 
that was passed last year. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection the title of the bill will be amended 
to read “The Civil Service Retirement Act, as amended,” and the 
words “of May 29, 1930” will be stricken. 

Is there objection? Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Moors. On page 2, the Civil Service Commission suggests 
that section 2 be striken out entirely for the reason that the definition 
of Member of Congress is adequately covered in the Civil Service 
Retirement Act, to which this bill refers. 

Mr. Irons. It is really redundant. You find it already in the defini- 
tion of Member of Congress. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, section 2, on page 2, lines 6 through 
8, will be stricken. Is there objection? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Moorr. Madam Chairman, I would assume that the amend- 
ment to which you and Mrs. Granahan referred would be inserted 
following ‘‘Member” on line 1, page 2, where the language reads 
“certified by such Members’’; a the language would be inserted at 
that point which would be satisfactory to the Civil Service Commis- 
sion, permitting, by administrative action, a determination based on 
evidence furnished with the certification. 

Mrs. Prost. Would we not have to insert following the words 
“certified by such Member’, the words “or other such competent 
evidence which in the judgment of the Civil Service Commission is 
adequate’’? 

That is better. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Should you not insert the word ‘‘deceased’’? 

Mr. Moore. I think not. I think, Mrs. Granahan, there might 
be those Members—or ex-Members—whose recommendations might 
be insufficient, or they might be unable to give them, due to illness 
or for some other valid reason. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. That might be, too. 

Mr. Moors. Evidence would be required from someone else: 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. I just thought there might be some discrepancies 
creep into it if there was not some statement there which could be 
limited to ex-Members. 

Mrs. Prost. Deceased or former Members. Will you, Mr. Irons, 
work with the committee counsel in perfecting language that will 
cover those Members of Congress who are now deceased or are former 
Members, so that someone else may be able to certify in their stead? 
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Mr. Irons. Madam Chairman, I wonder, now that we are getting 
out of the field of Members certifying, if this matter of a period of 
30 days isn’t too tight. 

Mrs. Prost. I thought of that. Let us make it 90 days. 

Mr. Irons. I think it would be a minimum of 90 days. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, 30 days will be amended to read 
90 days. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Are there further amendments? 

If not, then thank you both. 

The committee will go into executive session. 

(Thereupon, at 10 a. m., the committee went into executive session 
to consider the bill.) 

x 





